ABSTRACT. This paper presents an analysis of gendered discourses in conflict talk by drawing upon interactional data from the U.S. reality TV show
gendered patterns of speaking in talk-show verbal conflict in Spain, García Gómez (2000) found that men and women use interactional patterns typical of the other gender. In particular, it is found that women adopt the discourse patterns typical of male speakers. For example, there is evidence of women constantly interrupting the speech of men, challenging men's utterances, and making facethreatening acts to men. In doing so, women seem to socialize into a competitive style of discourse and adapt to the male-dominated discourse in the public sphere. García Gómez (2000) therefore notes the instability and variability of gender identities, arguing that the discursive strategies employed by both men and women do not support the stereotypical notions of men's and women's talk.
While there have been studies on gender and conflict talk, little is known about the media representations of gender and conflict talk at work. As men have traditionally occupied key positions in many workplaces, it has been noted that workplace norms are predominantly masculine (Baxter 2010; Mullany 2007 , Sung 2013a . As a result, many women professionals in the workplace face challenges in adapting to the 'masculine' workplace culture and are often perceived as deviant exceptions to the (male) norms (Holmes 2006; Schnurr 2009 Schnurr , 2010 . In particular, it may be considered problematic for these women professionals to 'do gender' and 'do conflict talk' simultaneously, since the latter typically entails the use of stereotypically masculine discourse strategies, which may be seen as incompatible with the stereotyped expectations of women's speech style and the enactment of a feminine gendered identity (Schnurr 2010) . This paper therefore aims to explore the ways in which women professionals construct their gender identity while engaging in conflict talk by looking at the 'simulated' workplace interaction in a U.S. reality TV show. In the debut season of The Apprentice, sixteen contestants compete in an elimination-style competition, vying for the top job at one of Donald Trump's companies and an accompanying $250,000 salary. During the 15 episodes of the show, they embark upon a televised, extended job interview in order to become an apprentice of Donald Trump, a well-known American real estate magnate as well as host and executive producer of The Apprentice (Sung 2011 (Sung , 2012 (Sung , 2013b .
In The Apprentice, the contestants comprising eight men and eight women are split into two teams based on gender. Each week, the teams need to select a project manager to lead them in the assigned task of the week. The two teams compete against each other in a business-oriented task which is intended to test their business skills and expertise. The assigned tasks include selling lemonade on the streets of Manhattan, promoting an advertising campaign and managing a multinational company. Every week, the winning team receives a spectacular reward, while the losing team faces Donald Trump in the boardroom, where Donald Trump meets with the members of the losing team to figure out the reasons for the failure in the task and who is primarily responsible for the failure. At the end of the meeting, Donald Trump makes his final decision as to who did the worst job in the task and, as such, should be dismissed with immediate effect. In view of its popularity in the USA and around the world, The Apprentice is considered a valuable site for investigation.
By drawing upon the notion of 'gendered discourses', this paper pays particular attention to the gendered interactional styles that are employed by the speakers, as well as the gendered discourses they align with in negotiating their gendered identities (cf. Mullany 2007) . In other words, 'discourse' is not only understood as language beyond the sentence level (Cameron 2001) , but also conceptualized in a broader sense as "practices that systematically form the objects of which they speak" (Foucault 1972: 49) , or as recognizable ways of seeing the world (Sunderland 2004) . In the latter sense of the term, 'gendered discourses' can be seen as "a particular set of ideas about gender in some segment or segments of society" (Eckert and McConnell-Ginet 2003: 42) . In relating gendered discourses to the construction of gendered identities, I take the position that men and women draw upon different gendered discourses in constructing their gendered identities (Sunderland 2004) . As Litosseliti (2006: 58) aptly notes, "gendered discourses position women and men in certain ways, and at the same time, people take up particular gendered subject positions that constitute gender more widely". In other words, the gendered identities of men and women are dependent on the 'subject positions' created in discourse. By using the idea of 'gendered discourses', it is possible to examine the ways in which different discourses contribute to the construction of different identities or subjectivities, as different discourses position people differently in relation to the world (Coates 1996; Holmes and Marra 2010) . This paper therefore examines the ways in which women professionals perform different feminine gendered identities in contexts of conflict talk by drawing upon different gendered discourses, including dominant discourses of femininity, as well as resistant discourses (cf. Coates 1996 Coates , 1999 Preece 2008 ).
DATA ANALYSIS OF GENDERED DISCOURSES

COMPETING DISCOURSES OF FEMININITY
In the analysis of Excerpt 1, we shall see that competing discourses are drawn upon by two female contestants, Katrina and Omarosa, in creating different gendered identities in conflict talk. While they employ a great deal of normatively masculine, adversarial discourse strategies in the conflict talk, they construct their feminine gendered identities in various ways by aligning themselves with different gendered discourses. In the excerpt below, they are engaged in a heated argument, which comes after Omarosa has become the target of the group, because she is viewed as being uncooperative with the group and unfriendly to the other members. In view of the uneasy situation, Katrina talks to Omarosa about the tension caused by Omarosa within the group, which leads to the conflict talk as shown below.
EXCERPT 1 (Episode 3) In the excerpt, Katrina can be seen drawing upon the dominant discourses of femininity in performing her gendered identities in conflict talk. At the beginning of the excerpt, Katrina demonstrates her explicit concern for Omarosa's positive face needs by saying I'm telling you this because I care + (line 2). Here, she uses the meta-statement I'm telling you this (line 2) in order to emphasize the importance of what she is about to tell Omarosa, and it is followed by the explanation as to why she needs to talk to Omarosa, namely, that she cares about Omarosa. By framing the conversation in Omarosa's interests and by emphasizing that explicitly, she can be said to establish solidarity and collegiality with Omarosa and orient to the traditional feminine ideals of showing others care and concern, despite the animosity of the whole group against Omarosa. However, Omarosa disagrees with Katrina rather explicitly: but I can't tell that Katrina (line 4), and criticizes Katrina for being fake (lines 8-9). In response, Katrina rejects Omarosa's claim that she is fake, and self-categorizes herself as a nice person by saying I'm very nice to everybody (line 12) and I get along with everybody here (line 13). Furthermore, she emphasizes that I am a good person twice in lines 19 and 29. In doing so, she orients to the dominant discourse of femininity, that of 'being nice', in constructing a conventional feminine gender identity (Coates 1996 (Coates , 1999 .
On the other hand, Omarosa challenges Katrina's orientation to the traditional discourse of femininity by rejecting its place in the competition. For instance, she questions the relevance of being a good person to the discussion (line 31). Katrina, however, responds by issuing a warning life's too short to be a bitch (line 34), which criticizes Omarosa for acting like a bitch. She goes on to produce a challenging question, do you think you're gonna be successful in the business world if you make enemies with everybody that comes in front of you (lines 35-36), accusing Omarosa of acting not nicely and questioning her philosophy of being successful. In producing such a challenging rhetorical question, she assumes a pedagogical and didactic tone. By doing so, she takes on a 'teacherly' role, putting herself in a one-up position. In response, Omarosa counters Katrina's accusation by emphasizing the fact that she is successful (lines 39-44), directly rejecting Katrina's questioning her ability to succeed. She does so by providing evidence to prove her point: I went from the projects to the White House (line 39), which is immediately followed by the rhetorical question how successful was that? (line 40). Omarosa's response here serves to emphasize and draw attention to the degree of her success, directly challenging Katrina's accusation. In so doing, Omarosa presents herself as a successful, competent and professional individual, while at the same time realigning herself in a one-up position by challenging Katrina's accusation. Omarosa goes on to emphasize her success by repeating the word again three times with emphatic stress in I've been successful again and again and again (line 43).
It is interesting to note that Katrina aligns herself with the conventional discourses of femininity by saying I like being a good person (line 47), reiterating that she is a nice or good person. Again, she enacts a conventionally feminine gender identity by evoking the traditional feminine ideal of nicety (Coates 1996 (Coates , 1999 . However, Omarosa directly challenges Katrina's statement by producing a contradictory comment: you're a good bitch (line 48). By using the term of insult bitch (line 48), this not only seriously attacks Katrina's positive face, but also directly contradicts Katrina's categorization of herself as a good person (line 47). Such a negatively affective speech act could make the conflict more personal and emotional. Perhaps what is more interesting here is the collocation good bitch (line 48). Here, given the context, bitch refers to somebody who is weak, vulnerable and subservient, as opposed to a spiteful woman. By qualifying Katrina's self-assessment of a good person as a good bitch, Omarosa denigrates the importance of being a good person, at least in the competition. Rather, she sees being a nice person as equivalent to being weak and vulnerable. In so doing, she implies that being nice is not valued in the corporate world but is viewed as a sign of weakness. Here, it can be seen that Omarosa shows a certain degree of subversion of the dominant gendered discourse surrounding the nicety of women.
It is also worth noting that the conflict talk between Katrina and Omarosa is characterized by confrontational stances and competitive speech styles which are indexed for masculinity. By drawing upon a range of these adversarial discursive strategies in 'doing conflict talk', including disruptive interruptions and unmitigated directives, they present themselves as assertive women professionals at work. For example, Katrina emphasizes that I'm gonna be successful (line 56), and Omarosa produces a statement of agreement by saying you are successful (line 57). At that point, Katrina cuts Omarosa off and makes herself heard again by uttering the disagreement particles no no no (line 58), followed by the phrase you know what (line 59), which serves to signal the importance of her upcoming statements. However, Katrina is interrupted by Omarosa, who repeats you are successful (line 61). Having been cut off by Omarsosa, Katrina issues a strong and direct directive in the form of an imperative, Omarosa shut up (line 61). Omarosa replies in kind with a similar bald-on-record and explicit directive in the form of an imperative preceded by the directive pronoun you: you shut up (line 65), which is followed by another imperative don't talk to me like that (line 65). Her second imperative seems to signal that Katrina's bald-on-record imperative has violated the politeness norms in the workplace, and is therefore considered negatively marked and inappropriate within such a context. However, instead of responding to Omarosa's directive, Katrina continues to repeat her statement: I'm gonna be successful (line 67). Having been ignored, Omarosa makes the metalinguistic comment that's where this conversation ends (line 68), showing her refusal to interact with Katrina anymore. Here, we can see that the ways in which they do conflict talk clearly challenge the traditional gender stereotype that women tend to use cooperative and 'feminine' speech styles (cf. Tannen 1994) .
It is indeed interesting to note that Katrina and Omarosa can be viewed as constructing different kinds of femininities by drawing upon different gendered discourses which are in conflict with each other (cf. Baxter 2010). Here, we can see the existence of competing discourses of femininity in the enactment of feminine gender identities (Coates 1996 (Coates , 1999 . It is notable that Katrina orients to the norms of traditional femininity by emphasizing that she is a 'good' and 'nice' person in the interaction. As Coates (1999) suggests, girls are under social pressure to be nice, and doing niceness is the ideal of femininity. Coates (1999) also points out that one of the dominant discourses of femininity is that women should be 'nice'. In the conflict talk, Katrina clearly aligns herself with the traditional discourses of femininity by attempting to project a 'nice' feminine image. She does so by self-categorizing herself as a good person (lines 19, 29, 47) repeatedly in the conflict talk and by making the overt statement that I'm very nice to everybody (line 12). Notably, she also argues for the need to be 'a good person' in order to succeed in the business world, which is evident in the criticism she makes to Omarosa: do you think you're gonna be successful in the business world if you make enemies with everybody that comes in front of you? (lines 35-36) . In other words, she believes that she needs to maintain the ideal of femininity of 'being nice' even in the workplace. In the meantime, however, she also constructs an assertive, successful, competitive businesswoman image, which is evident in the way she argues with Omarosa, whereby she uses strong, assertive discourse strategies in stating her position.
By contrast, instead of drawing upon the traditional discourses of femininity, Omarosa articulates an alternative, resistant discourse (Coates 1999; Sunderland 2004) . As seen in Excerpt 1, Omarosa openly disagrees with Katrina's philosophy of 'being nice', and questions the need to be 'a good person' in order to succeed in the business world (lines 38-44). Rather, Omarosa thinks that 'being nice' in the business world can be equivalent to 'being fake' (line 16). In other words, she resists the traditional discourses of femininity, thereby casting doubt on the necessity, and perhaps the sincerity, of 'being nice' in the business world. In supporting her view, she provides counter-evidence of how successful she is (line 38-44). In so doing, Omarosa also emphasizes precisely the way she works in the business world, which does not necessarily agree with how other women, including Katrina, work. And most importantly, she finds it perfectly appropriate for herself, which is evident in what she states emphatically: it works for me (line 44). This underscores that she has her own way of succeeding in the business world. Furthermore, Omarosa rejects the dominant discourses of femininity which place emphasis on valuing friendships and maintaining harmonious relationships with other women. In the excerpt, she overtly states that I didn't come here to make friends (line 22). And in her individual interview, she also comments that I think Katrina is a bit naïve, I feel bad for her because she really is looking to gain friends as opposed to focusing on winning (lines 75-77). In criticizing Katrina for being naïve, Omarosa explicitly challenges the importance of developing friendships and gaining friends. Rather, she sees winning as the priority in the business world, which is often seen as a masculine activity. Thus, in constructing her gender identity, Omarosa draws upon a resistant and subversive discourse in the context of the workplace. Here, we can see an example of doing 'a different femininity', or articulating an alternative discourse of femininity which displays resistance to the dominant androcentric discourses (see Coates 1999) . 'Being nice', to Omarosa, is not relevant in her construction of gender identity.
Interestingly, the conflict talk in Excerpt 1 raises the question of whether a woman needs to be 'a nice person' in order to succeed in the business world, in view of the observation that 'being nice' may be perceived as a sign of weakness. The question here seems to tie in with the issue of 'double bind' that women often face in the workplace: when women are feminine and unassertive, they are perceived as weak; but when they adopt more masculine discourse styles, they are viewed as aggressive and confrontational (cf. Lakoff 1990; Baxter 2010) . While Omarosa and Katrina have not reached a consensus over such a question in the conflict talk, there is evidence that the dominant discourses of femininity are being challenged and resisted openly by women professionals who question the conventional ways of being 'feminine' in the workplace.
DRAWING UPON A RESISTANT DISCOURSE
I shall now move on to examine how Katrina constructs a very different gendered identity in another context. Rather than orienting to the conventional discourses of femininity, she displays resistance to the dominant gender ideology by contesting and subverting the 'dominant discourses of femininity in relation to image and sexuality' (Mullany 2007) , with the aim of achieving empowerment in the workplace. In Excerpt 2, we shall see that Katrina complains to Bill that the group has ignored her opinions, and in doing so, draws upon the resistant discourse, rather than the dominant gendered discourse, in enacting her gendered identity.
EXCERPT 2 (Episode 10) In Excerpt 2, Katrina shows resistance to being constrained by the dominant world view that women professionals take advantage of their feminine appearance in their careers. Excerpt 2 begins when Bill asks Katrina how she knows everything about the other group: so what else do you know? (line 6). Instead of answering the question directly, she responds by saying if you guys ask me I'll tell you (line 7) with a smile voice, and goes on to complain that the group has not asked her opinion in the task: you guys haven't stopped to actually ask me my opinion on things (line 8). This is where the conflict talk emerges when she accuses the group of ignoring her and overlooking her contributions. Note that the use of the adverbial actually (line 8) serves as a hedge in minimizing the force of the complaint. In response, Bill repeats her accusation and reformulates it using the conditional if-construction: if you guys would've asked for my opinion I mean + (line 9). In doing so, he also shows his surprise before challenging and rejecting her claim. He goes on to express his disagreement by contradicting her: I feel like we've asked (line 10). Note, however, that in his response, he employs the pragmatic particle I mean (line 9) and a pause (marked with +), which function as attenuating devices to soften his disagreement. He also prefaces his disagreement with the pragmatic particle I feel like (line 10), which indicates tentativeness and serves to hedge its illocutionary force.
In the excerpt, Katrina expresses her dissatisfaction that the group has not valued her or her ideas, in an attempt to get the group to value her abilities and contributions. For instance, she reiterates her complaint in a more forceful manner without mitigation, you guys have not asked for my opinion (line 11). She goes on to give details of being ignored: and every time I've said anything you guys have shut me up + (lines 12-13). And she uses the meta-linguistic statement I'm being honest with you (line 14), serving as a disclaimer. It allows her to be direct without being perceived negatively. Also, it may possibly mitigate the face threats involved in her upcoming complaint about Bill by indicating that she is just being honest, rather than antagonistic.
Furthermore, Katrina displays resistance to the use of her appearance to get things done at work, as she goes on to make another complaint that the group uses her looks when it is convenient (line 15). In response, Bill challenges her complaint by using the rhetorical question: you don't use that yourself? (line 17). And by saying are you kidding me (line 18), Bill again questions the validity of her accusation. He then goes on to emphasize that they are part of the team (line 20), and that they are going to win or lose as a team (line 21). By highlighting the concept of the team (lines 20 and 21) and using the inclusive pronoun we twice (lines 20 and 21), he attempts to build solidarity and establish an in-group identity, possibly creating alignment with Katrina. However, she insists that she is successful not because of her looks (line 23). She goes on to express her dissatisfaction, I feel like every idea I came up with yesterday you tossed (line 24). Note that she mitigates the force of her complaint with the pragmatic particle I feel like (line 24) as a softener. She also makes explicit her disappointment with Bill's rejecting of her ideas: I'm sick and tired of it (line 25), and her refusal to get involved in the task: I'm just like not gonna get involved anymore (line 26). Notice, however, that she uses the hedges just (line 26) and like (line 26), which seem to have the effect of toning down the force of her refusal to contribute, thereby possibly mitigating the potential face threat involved.
Interestingly, Katrina can be viewed as drawing upon a resistant discourse in constructing her gender identity, as opposed to adopting the dominant discourses of femininity. The enactment of feminine identity here is clearly different from the identity that she constructs in Excerpt 1. As can be seen in Excerpt 2, she expresses her resistance in using her appearance to gain success in her work, and displays her dissatisfaction that her ideas are not valued by the group. As Coates (1996) suggests, one of the dominant discourses of femininity is that women should care about their image and appearance (Coates 1996 (Coates , 1998 Mullany 2007) . Instead, Katrina places emphasis on her ability, ideas and opinions, as opposed to her appearance, and attempts to demonstrate her own ability to do the job. In so doing, she distances herself from the dominant discourses of femininity.
During the conflict talk, Katrina overtly states that I'm successful for a reason and it's not solely because of my looks (lines 22-23) . In so doing, she tries to emphasize her ability and skills, while downplaying the reliance on her feminine appearance in achieving success. By making this explicit, she seems to distance herself from 'the dominant discourse of femininity surrounding feminine image in particular relation to sexual attractiveness' (Mullany 2007: 199) . In effect, she also challenges and resists Bill's suggestion that she draws upon her feminine image and sexual attractiveness in getting things done in the workplace contexts; and as such, she subverts the positioning offered by the dominant discourse of femininity. In addition, by saying because a woman would be riding a rickshaw that looked cute and that's really offensive to me (lines 34-35), she also expresses her strong disapproval of women being used for their attractive appearance, which is seen as demeaning and insulting to women. In so doing, she resists being associated with the gender stereotype of women using manipulative feminine traits closely associated with the dominant discourses of femininity. One reason may be that such a stereotype is taken as underestimating women's abilities in the process of decision-making, thereby reducing women to merely decorative objects. Another reason may be that when women are perceived to be gaining kudos due to sexual attractiveness, they are subjected to negative evaluation in the workplace (Mullany 2007) . Here, we see that Katrina is constructing a resistant and combative gender identity, displaying resistance to the dominant discourses of femininity surrounding feminine image and sexuality. And she does so by rejecting any denigration of women's abilities and resisting the use of women's looks solely in the business world. In other words, she takes on a more agentive identity through the attempt to get empowered, assume key positions in the workplace, and take up a more active role within the team.
It is also interesting to note that whilst she uses assertive speech styles in expressing her complaint and rejecting the traditional gender stereotypes, she also utilizes hedges and other mitigating devices in voicing her dissatisfaction. In doing so, she presents herself as an assertive and self-assured professional who is eager to break through the glass ceiling through her own ability and expertise, while employing hedging devices in her discourse for the enactment of her feminine gender identity and her professional identity. Here, she can be seen to be engaged in what is called the 'balancing act' by integrating both elements of masculine and feminine stylistic features in 'doing conflict talk' (see Holmes 2006; Schnurr 2010 ).
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION
As can be seen in the analysis, different gendered discourses are being drawn upon by professional women to construct different kinds of gender identities in conflict talk. For example, the analysis of Excerpt 1 shows that these women professionals draw upon very different gendered discourses in order to create different gendered identities in the same interaction. While the alignment with the dominant discourses of femininity positions Katrina in more conventional ways, more radical and subversive discourses offer Omarosa alternative ways of doing femininity (cf. Coates 1999: 129) . And instead of using 'femininity' in the singular, the pluralized 'femininities' should be used to draw attention to the different and various ways in which women construct their gendered identities through discourse (see Coates 1999) . As Coates (1999) puts it, there is no single unified way of doing femininity. The analysis shows that a range of gendered subject positions are available to women in constructing their gendered identities.
In addition, the data shows that the same woman draws upon different discourses of femininity in different contexts and portrays different gendered identities at different times. In other words, the enactment of gendered identities in conflict talk is shown to vary from one context to another, thereby lending support to the claim that gendered identities are fluid and are constantly constructed in interaction (Bucholtz and Hall 2005) . As can be seen in the analysis, Katrina aligns herself with different gendered discourses in different contexts of conflict talk, depending on the aspects of identity she wants to foreground and the specific goals she wants to achieve. In Excerpt 1, she aligns herself with the dominant discourses of femininity by stressing the feminine ideal of 'being nice' in the conflict talk with Omarosa. In another context (Excerpt 2), she distances herself from the traditional discourses at other times by resisting the stereotypical feminine role of seductress with the use of her feminine image in the talk with Bill. By adopting a resistant discourse (see Excerpt 2), she attempts to achieve empowerment within the group and distance herself from traditional gender stereotypes at work. As Holmes (1997: 197) aptly points out, when people construct their gender identities in ongoing interaction, they "may reinforce norms at one point, but challenge and contest them at others". By taking up different gendered discourses in different contexts in enacting her gendered identities, she enacts her professional identity without compromising aspects of her conventional feminine identity, which might otherwise result in negative evaluations.
It is also noteworthy that the gender representations in The Apprentice seem to challenge the traditional gender stereotypes that women's speech style is always polite, co-operative and other-oriented (Tannen 1994; Holmes 1995) . As evident in the analysis, women professionals draw upon assertive and sometimes aggressive discursive styles which are stereotypically associated with masculinity in conflict talk. It is therefore argued that the characterization of men's and women's speech styles by the simple dichotomy of 'competitiveness' versus 'cooperativeness' is problematic, since it fails to reflect the complexity of women professionals' communicative styles. Instead, the professional women in the TV show are shown using competitive and aggressive discursive strategies, as well as displaying confrontational and aggressive stances during conflict talk. In other words, it appears that certain well-entrenched and long-established gender stereotypes are de-constructed in the reality TV show (cf. García Gómez 2000).
What is perhaps more interesting is the 'gender work' that is performed by women in conflict talk. As evident in the analysis, women professionals reconcile the competing demands of enacting their feminine gender identities and adopting stereotypically masculine ways of speaking by drawing upon different gendered discourses. As engaging in conflict talk is often conceived as a 'masculine' activity, the use of masculine discursive strategies seems to be the normative way of speaking in such contexts. However, these professional women also orient to certain norms, ideals and expectations of femininity while using elements of 'masculine' speech styles in conflict talk. In so doing, they enact different feminine gender identities either by aligning themselves with the dominant discourses of femininity or by distancing themselves from these discourses (cf. Coates 1997) . In other words, 'doing gender' is still evident in conflict talk for women professionals, but attention should be drawn to the participants' orientations towards certain ideals of femininity and to the various gendered discourses which position women in different ways. As Litosseliti (2006: 61) puts it, 'we produce or construct our multiple gendered selves through the choices we make from different discourses available' (emphasis in original).
In closing, it should be acknowledged that the present paper only examined the representations of gender identities in a single reality TV show. It is still unclear whether such diversity of gendered identities is represented in the mass media in general. And given the relative paucity of research on the media representations of gender and workplace communication, future research is needed to explore the gendered discourses that prevail in different forms of the media.
